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January 16, 2015

SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
FROM: Staff, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
RE: Committee Hearing on “FAA Reauthorization: Reforming and Streamlining the

FAA’s Regulatory Certification Processes”

PURPOSE

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will meet on Wednesday, January
21,2015, at 10:00 a.m. in 2167 Rayburn House Office Building to discuss the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) aircraft and flight standards certification processes. In preparation for
the next FAA reauthorization, the Committee will hear witnesses’ testimony on FAA’s
certification processes, progress the FAA has made to streamline the processes since the last
reauthorization, and areas in need of additional reform. The Committee will receive testimony
from industry representatives, the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the National
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) and the FAA.

L FAA Certification Processes

FAA’s Office of Aviation Safety houses two offices that handle certification issues: the
Aircraft Certification Service (AIR) and the Flight Standards Service (AFS).

Aircraft Certification Service

The FAA is responsible for issuing type and manufacturing certificates for aircraft,
aircraft engines and propellers, as well as aircraft parts and appliances (aircraft and aircraft
components). To ensure the safety of aircraft and aircraft components the FAA has developed a
set of safety standards for aircraft and aircraft components. In exercising its discretion, the FAA
has a system of compliance review that involves the certification of the design and manufacture
of aircraft and aircraft components. Under this process, the duty to ensure that aircraft and
aircraft components conform to FAA safety regulations lies with the manufacturer and operator,
while the FAA retains responsibility for overseeing compliance. Thus, the manufacturer is
required to (1) develop the plans and specifications and (2) perform the inspections and tests
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necessary to establish that an aircraft design comports with the regulations; the FAA then
reviews the data by conducting a risk-based review of the manufacturer’s work. If the FAA finds
that a proposed new type of aircraft and aircraft component comports with minimum safety
standards, it signifies its approval by issuing a type certificate. If the design of a component or
system is not directly addressed by existing regulations, the FAA issues one or more special
conditions, which are subject to public notice and comment, to ensure the component or system
design provides an acceptable level of safety. Figure 1 provides a basic overview of key FAA
aircraft certification processes.

Figure 1: Key Phases in Aircraft Certification’s Process for Approving Aviation Products’

1 Conceptual design

Begin to develop the design concept for a product that may lead t0 a viable
certification project.

i 2. Certfication basis

Clarify the product design and apply certification standards to arrive at the
certification basis for the product.

h o

3. Compliance planning

Commit to a plan to manage the product certification project.

4 implamentation

Work together closely to ensure that all agreed-upon product-specific
certification requirements are met.

5. Postcertification

Close-out activities provide the foundation for continued airworthiness aclivities
and cerlificate management for the remainder of the products life cycle.

Source: FAA,

Type Certificate

When a new aircraft or aircraft component design is being proposed, the applicant must
first apply to the FAA for a type certificate. The applicant must show that the proposed design
meets the applicable existing airworthiness requirements. The regulations provide for the
issuance of special conditions when the Administrator finds that the airworthiness standards do
not contain adequate or appropriate safety standards because of novel or unusual design features
of the product to be type certificated. In order to receive a type certificate, the applicant must
conduct a series of tests and reviews to show that the product is compliant with existing
standards and any special conditions issued by the FAA.

' Government Accountability Office. “Aviation Safety: Status of Recommendations to Improve FAA™s Certification
and Approval Process.” GAO 14-142T. October 30, 2013. Subcommittee on Aviation, United States House of
Representatives,

o
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Production Certificate

Along with seeking a type certificate, the applicant can simultaneously seek a production
certificate from the FAA. A production certificate is an approval by the FAA to manufacture
duplicate products of the type design approved by the type certificate. Before approving a
production certificate, the FAA will review the manufacturer’s quality control systems against
regulatory and policy requirements. The holder of the production certificate is responsible for the
quality of all parts, even those that are not specifically manufactured by the production certificate
holder. Aircraft parts can obtain a parts manufacturing approval, which is equivalent to a
production certificate but is only for one specific part.

FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012: Section 312: Aircraft Certification Process
Review and Reform

The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (Reform Act) contains two provisions
addressing the FAA’s certification process. Section 312 requires the FAA to conduct an
assessment of the certification approval processes and develop recommendations to improve
efficiency and reduce costs through the streamlining and reengineering of the certification
process. After developing the recommendations, the Administrator is required to submit a report
to Congress containing the results of the assessment and an explanation of how they will
implement the recommendations contained in the report. Section 312 also directed the FAA to
begin implementing the recommendations by February 2013.

The FAA released its initial implementation plan on January 7, 2013 to address the
recommendations.” The FAA is currently addressing six recommendations that were developed
in consultation with industry with the establishment of the 312 Aviation Rulemaking Committee
(312 ARC) and included in the report. They include:

1. Develop a comprehensive means to implement and measure the effectiveness of
implementation and benefits of certification process improvements;

Enhanced use of delegation;

Develop an integrated Roadmap and vision for certification process reforms;
Update part 21 to reflect a systems approach for safety;

Develop and implement a comprehensive change management plan; and

Review and implement process reforms and efficiencies needed for other aircraft
certification service functions.

A ol ol

In addition to a number of milestones the FAA has developed to address the initiatives in
the plan in the May 14, 2013 update, the FAA added measures of effectiveness to each initiative.
Since publishing the initial implementation plan, the FAA has issued six updates outlining the
progress the agency has made in implementing the initiatives that resulted from the 312 ARC.
FAA’s January 6, 2015 update of the implementation plan states that eight of the fourteen
initiatives are completed, three initiatives will not meet the timeline for the end milestones, and

? Federal Aviation Administration, “Detailed Implementation Plan for The Federal Aviation Administration
Modernization and Reform Act of 20120 Public Law No. 112-95 Section 312.” January 7, 2013.
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one initiative is in danger of going off schedule.® The three initiatives which FAA’s plan states
will not meet their milestone deadlines are; Part 23 reorganization“, update Part 21 3 and
consistency of regulatory intcrprctation,6

Aircraft Certification Prioritization

In response to one of the 312 ARC recommendations, on September 15, 2014, the FAA
issued a new standard operating procedure (SOP) for the aircraft certification process. The
Aircraft Certification Service (AIR) Project Prioritization Process (prioritization process)
contains the guidelines for “prioritizing certification projects and managing certification project
resources” within the AIR.” The goal of this new FAA process is “focusing FAA resources on
safety but with an approach that allows work to begin without delay” once the applicant submits
a complete application.® Under this new process, “when a certification project is initiated, the
aircraft certification office responsible determines the project's priority and related task response
times” (also known as office flow time.)’ In the previous process, FAA workload was managed
by delaying whole projects until FAA resources were available, which led to applicants
potentially experiencing long delays and inability to anticipate when FAA would begin work on
a certification project. With this new prioritization process, the applicant can begin those parts of
the project for which the FAA has resources available or for which FAA action is not required.
For those parts of the project for which FAA resources are not available at the time of initiation,
the FAA will notify the applicant of the length of time it will take for that resource to become
available. If the local project office is unable to support a task within the predetermined response
time, the FAA will use resources across AIR to complete the task.

FAA Flight Standards’ Certification Processes

The Flight Standards Service sets the standards for certification and oversight of airmen,
air operators, air agencies, and designees.'o it conducts certifications, inspections, surveillance,
investigations, and enforcement actions, and manages the system for registration of civil aircraft
and all airmen records. Flight Standards is responsible for issuing certificates and approvals for
airmen, air operators, air agencies, commercial air carriers, repair stations, designees, and pilot
schools. These certificate actions are handled by over 100 FAA field offices and roughly 4,000
flight standards inspectors. Flight Standards, in conjunction with the Aircraft Certification office,
is responsible for continued oversight of (1) operational safety of certificate holders, (2)

* Federal Aviation Administration. “Detailed Implementation Plan for The Federal Aviation Administration
Modernization and Reform Act of 20120 Public Law No. 112-95 Section 312.” January 6, 2015.
* The Smait Aircrafi Revitalization Act of 2013 (P.L. 113-53) which was signed into law on November 27, 2013,
directed the FAA to develop a final rule meeting certain consensus-based standards and FAA Part 23 Reorganization
Aviation Rulemaking Committee objectives by December 15, 2015. However, the FAA’s implementation plan for
312 states that the final rule will be issued in September 2017.
* This initiative addresses the policy and guidance that AIR is developing to align with a systems approach to
certification as the FAA works to issue a safety management system rule.
¢ The initiative addresses the implementation Plan for Section 313 of the Reform Act.
" Federal Aviation Administration, “Standard Operating Procedure Aircraft Certification Service Project
g’rioritization and Resource Management.” AIR-100-ALL-00S. Effective date. Sept 13,2014,

1dl.
°id.
See hitp://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/avs/offices/afs/.
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designees, (3) air operators, and (4) air agencies’ operation and maintenance. Figure 2 shows the

process by which Flight Standards carries out their duties.

Figure 2: Key Steps in Flight Standards’ Process for Issuing Certificates to Air Operators and Air
Agencies'

: ‘ Preapphcatxun Shi
The apphcanl delivers a preapphcanon statement of intent to an FAA ﬂeld office.

Project acceptance

FAA held oh‘sce and division managers determine if the cemfmanon project can
be accepted in ight of available resources.

3 Project assignment

The he)d ofﬂce manager contacts the Air Transportation Overseght System oemﬁcate
management office for a part 121 certification. For a non-part 121 certification, the field office
manager assigns a certification project manager and additional inspectors, as necessary.

e field office manager determmes an accepted roject can beg g tha
the ofhce s workload and is agreeab‘e b the apphcant and nofifies the apptscant

The applicant submits a formal apphcatton. including a sc edule of events. The district
office and certification team review the application, may hold a forma! application
meeting, and deterrine whether to accept the application.

The certmcatson tsam reviews manuals and other documenrs and,
i they meet standards, approves them.

The certlhcateon team inspects the apphcants fac»lmes and aquipment and observes
personnel in the performance of their duties. The tearm emphasizes compliance with
reguiations. and safe operating practices.

The certification projfect manager submits .port P’ the region for concurrence
with the certification team and issues the certificate.

Source: FAA.

Organization Designation Authorization

In order to ensure that all parts meet quality standards, the FAA also has-the ability to
issue a company an Organization Designation Authorization (ODA). The ODA Program,
established by the FAA in 2003, allows a company to set up an organization of airworthiness
representatives (AR) who act on behalf of the FAA. The FAA can grant ODAs to manufacturers

and repair stations. According to FAA, there are currently 82 ODA holders (71 manufacturers
and 11 repair stations).

't Government Accountability Office. “Aviation Safety: Status of Recommendations to Improve FAA’s
Certification and Approval Process.” GAO 14-1427T. October 30, 2013, Subcommittee on Aviation, United States
House of Representatives.
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The FAA, in conjunction with the approved ODA, develops a manual which specifies the
procedures, processes, and practices to be used. The ARs are authorized by the FAA to carry out
routine certification actions. FAA inspectors have the authority to perform any of these activities
themselves should they wish to, or they can delegate the responsibility to the AR. An AR is
approved by the FAA after going through a review process and is responsible for ensuring the
manufacturers’ compliance with FAA standards. The FAA has multiple processes that must be
met to ensure that a new aircraft meets the standards of aircraft design and manufacturing.
Ultimately, the FAA remains responsible for safety oversight. According to GAQ, FAA’s
designees perform more than 90 percent of FAA’s certification activities, 2 1n April 2013
testimony, the GAO mentioned the concerns they had raised in their 2010 study with the lack of
FAA oversight over the designees, particularly with new ODAs." However in October 2013, the
Department of Transportation Office of Inspector General (DOT OIG) testified that since their
2011 report on ODAs the FAA had “taken steps to improve its aircraft certification process and
ODA program oversight.” Furthermore, the DOT OIG testified that “given the expected
continued growth of the aviation industry, effectively using ODA will be key to managing
FAA’s resources and meeting the industry’s certification needs. However, it remains critical that
adequate oversight controls are in place to ensure that qualified individuals are properly
certifying critical aircraft components.™

FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012: Section 313: Consistency of Regulatory
Interpretation

The second provision in the Reform Act addressing certification, Section 313, requires
the Administrator to establish an advisory panel of government and industry representatives to
review the GAO’s October 2010 report'® on certification and approval processes and develop
recommendations to address GAO’s findings and other concerns raised by interested parties. In
addition, the Advisory Panel was tasked with developing plans to increase consistency of
interpretation of regulations by Flight Standards Service and Aircraft Certification Service.

The FAA chartered an ARC (313 ARC) on April 30, 2013 and tasked it with reviewing
the GAO report, determining the root causes of inconsistent interpretations and developing
recommendations. On July 19, 2013, the FAA submitted the advisory panel’s report to
Congress.'® The 313 ARC recommended the FAA should:

'z General Accountability Office, Aviation Safety: FAA Efforts Have Improved Safety, but Challenges Remain in
Key Areas, GAO-13-442T (Washington, D.C.: April 16, 2013), p. 3-4.
13

id.
* Statement of Jeffrey B. Guzzetti Assistant Inspector General for Aviation Audits U.S. Department of
Transportation Before the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Subcommittee on Aviation, United
States House of Representatives, October 30, 2013,
' U.8. Government Accountability Office “GAO-11-14, Aviation Safety: Certification and Approval Processess
Are Generally Viewed as Working Well, but Better Evaluative Information Needed to Improve Efficiency.” October
2010.
¥ United States Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration “Report to Congress: Consistency
of Regulatory Interpretation, FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (P.L. 112-95)- Section 313.” July 19,
2013.
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1. Review all guidance documents and interpretations to identify and cancel outdated
material and cross-reference material to its applicable rule;

2. Develop a standard decision-making methodology for the development of all policy and
guidance material to ensure such documents are consistent;

3. Review and revise regulatory training for agency personnel and make curriculum
available to ensure the training includes interactive workshops, appropriate initial and
recurrent training;

4. Establish a Regulatory Consistency Communications Board (RCCB) with representatives
from the FAA to provide clarification to FAA personnel and certificate holders and
applicants;

5. Improve the FAA’s rulemaking procedures and guidance to ensure each proposed and
final rule preamble contains a comprehensive explanation of the purpose, technical
requirements, and intent; and

6. Determine the feasibility of establishing a full-time Regulatory Operations
Communication Center (ROCC) as a centralized support center to provide real-time
guidance to FAA personnel, industry, certificate holders, and applicants.

The FAA planned to submit an Action Plan on implementation of these measures by the
end of September 2013, however most recently the FAA has stated that they expect the
implementation plan to be released on January 31, 2015.7

IL International Certification

When a person or company seeks to operate or manufacture aircraft, aircraft components
or avionic systems that have been certified by a foreign aviation authority in the United States,
the FAA will work to validate that the certification has met specific safety and operational
standards.'® The FAA’s validation of foreign certified products is dependent upon its confidence
in the foreign aviation authority’s certification processes.'® Through bilateral agreements, the
FAA does not always need to put the foreign certification through its own full certification
process. Bilateral agreements are concluded only after the FAA has determined, among other
things, that the other country’s civil aviation authority is competent to make technical decisions
about its aircraft's compliance with FAA requirements. According to the FAA, the U.S. has
bilateral agreements with over 47 countries, including an agreement with the European Union
that covers 28 nations in Europe.”®

Manufacturers have reported that they can run into costly challenges when the validation
process, either in the United States or in the foreign country, is unnecessarily delayed. During a
July 2014 Aviation Subcommittee hearing, some witnesses testified that FAA was losing its
“gold standard” in certification matters among safety regulators around the world and that the

7 Federal Aviation Administration. “Detailed Implementation Plan for The Federal Aviation Administration
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 Public Law No. 112-95 Section 312.” January 6, 2015,
" Federal Aviation Administration. “Fact Sheet: How the FAA Certifies Foreign Aircraft.”
“qhup://www. faa.gov/news/fact_sheets/news_story.cfm?newsld=6266

ld.
* Statement Of Margaret M. Gilligan, Associate Administrator for Aviation Safety, Federal Aviation
Administration, Before the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Subcommittee on Aviation,
Domestic Aviation Manufacturing: Challenges And Opportunities, July 23, 2014,
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FAA must take a stronger leadership role in exporting U.S. aviation standards and facilitating the
acceptance of U.S. products throughout the world.

Witnesses:

Panel I
Mr. Ray Conner
President and CEO
Boeing Commercial Airplanes, The Boeing Company

Mr. Aaron Hilkemann
President and CEO
Duncan Aviation

Panel 11

The Honorable Chris Hart
Acting Chairman
National Transportation Safety Board

Ms. Dorenda Baker
Director, Aircraft Certification Service
Federal Aviation Administration

Dr. Gerald Dillingham
Director of Civil Aviation Issues
Government Accountability Office






FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION REAU-
THORIZATION: REFORMING AND STREAM-
LINING THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION’S REGULATORY CERTIFICATION
PROCESSES

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 21, 2015

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

WASHINGTON, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Shuster (Chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Mr. SHUSTER. The committee will come to order. Good morning.
Happy New Year to everybody. The committee has not formally or-
ganized, so we have to start off in asking for unanimous consent
to conduct today’s hearing under the rules of the committee under
the 113th Congress, and without objection, so ordered. Hopefully
our colleagues, Mr. DeFazio and others will in the next week or so,
be ready to come together and

Mr. DEFAZIO. Better organized on the day.

Mr. SHUSTER. OK. Great. And I know we have some new mem-
bers on the committee, and you know what, I need a list of our
members because we have got quite a few. I see many of them here
today. Do you have your

Mr. DEFAZ10. We have one new member here today. That will be
it. You would like me to

Mr. SHUSTER. Yeah, please.

Mr. DEFAzI0. OK.

Mr. NOLAN. Jared.

Mr. DEFAz10. Well, Jared is not here.

Mr. NOLAN. He is new on the committee.

Mr. DEFAZI1O. I know, but he is not here, so we aren’t going to
recognize him. Those who show up get rewarded, and those who
don’t.

Mr. Chairman, we have actually two new members, at the insist-
ence of Mr. Nolan. Jared Huffman who is not here, so I won’t go
on about him, but I served with him on the Resources Committee,
and he is very solid and will be a great contributor to the com-
mittee, and Julia Brownley who represents the smaller port of
southern California, but yet a very important area and represents
Ventura and that area around there and was also formally in the
State assembly for was it——

Ms. BROWNLEY. Six years.

o))
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Mr. DEFAzIO. Six years. And so we are looking forward to her
contribution, and a major focus for her will be intermodal and port
activities.

Mr. SHUSTER. Well, thank you, and welcome to the committee.
Also, I will introduce our new members to the committee starting
with the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Rouzer, who has
been on Capitol Hill before, so he has seen a couple of tours of duty
here and other jobs on the Hill in other capacities, so I would like
to welcome him. Mrs. Walters is not here today. She is from south-
ern California. Mrs. Comstock, Barbara Comstock is from northern
Virginia. Mr. Curbelo, and you know I know his first name but go
and refresh me. What is his first name?

Carlos. Yes, I knew it began with a “C,” but—Carlos Curbelo
from the Miami area. Our senior new member is Mr. Woodall, Rob
Woodall from Georgia, suburbs of Atlanta and the hinterlands of
Georgia who have got some water issues. Mr. Rokita from Indiana,
Mr. Katko from New York, upstate New York, I believe the Syra-
cuse area. Mr. Babin, Brian Babin——

Dr. BABIN. Babin.

Mr. SHUSTER. Babin, I am sorry. Doc is easier. From Texas, what
part of Texas exactly?

Dr. BABIN. Woodville, Texas.

Mr. SHUSTER. Woodville, Texas.

Dr. BABIN. Just northeast of Houston.

Mr. SHUSTER. OK. Cresent Hardy, who is from the entire State,
I think, of Nevada, or 80 percent of it. That is correct, isn’t it, Mr.
Hardy?

Mr. HARDY. About 70 percent, yeah.

Mr. SHUSTER. Who is next to you? I can’t see the name.

Mr. HARDY. Costello.

Mr. SHUSTER. I should know that, Ryan Costello. He is from the
Philadelphia Eagles part of the fan base of Pennsylvania. I am
from the Pittsburgh side, so hopefully we can come together on the
committee here.

Mr. Garret Graves from Louisiana. What part of Louisiana?

Mr. GRAVES OF LOUISIANA. Baton Rouge.

Mr. SHUSTER. Baton Rouge, that is what I thought. And I believe
that is it. So we got a big new lineup here. I am looking forward
to working with all of you.

And today again, I want to welcome our witnesses for being here
today. Mr. Conner, Mr.—how do you pronounce that, Hilkemann?
Did I get it right?

Mr. HILKEMANN. Hilkemann.

Mr. SHUSTER. Hilkemann. OK. I can see the “L” there. I don’t
have my glasses on, so.

Again, welcome today. I am glad you are here with us today, and
today’s hearing is on “Federal Aviation Administration Reauthor-
ization: Reforming and Streamlining the FAA’s Regulatory Certifi-
cation Processes,” which I know you two have a lot to say about
that.

The current FAA authorization is set to expire at the end of Sep-
tember, and passing a new bill that helps lay the groundwork for
the future of U.S. aviation is a top priority for this committee.
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I look forward to hearing about the progress the FAA has made
to streamline the certification process since the last FAA bill was
signed into law as well as areas that witnesses believe are in need
of additional reform.

I think everyone here today understands the important role that
aviation plays in our Nation’s economy. Aviation manufacturing is
at the heart of American leadership in aviation and high tech-
nology. This vital industry contributes billions of dollars and sup-
ports millions of jobs in our country’s economy and is our leading
export sector.

Today we are discussing FAA regulation, regulatory certification
processes which have significant impacts on our Nation’s ability to
innovate, manufacture, export, operate, and maintain the very
safest products in an increasingly competitive global market. The
FAA is responsible for ensuring every aircraft in our skies is safe,
and that those that maintain and fly those aircraft are well-quali-
fied and well-trained.

Besides assuring the safety of aircraft, our certification system
must be efficient, rational, and must be applied in a consistent and
fair and transparent manner. Too often we are seeing unnecessary
regulatory burdens that do not serve to improve actual aircraft
safety. It seems to be a process simply for the sake of process.

We are seeing inconsistent interpretations of applications for a
number of FAA policies and regulations. In fact, I have heard cases
where from region to region it is different, from office to office it
is different, and within even offices, inspectors see things in a dif-
ferent way. We have got to make sure that doesn’t happen.

Products and technology that can actually enhance aircraft safety
are often caught in a bureaucratic maze substantially delaying
their implementation and the realization of safety benefits. I have
heard concerns that our certification processes are much slower
than in other countries, resulting in American companies being
placed at a disadvantage to their foreign competitors who have a
Elore streamlined process to get their products certified in the mar-

et.

While U.S. commercial aviation is the safest in the world, we
must also ensure that our safety regulations and the processes they
go through are effective, consistent, and keep pace with the modern
marketplace. The FAA is the gold standard for aviation safety. It
is a big part of what makes this country the global leader in avia-
tion. We cannot let American leadership slip away or be squan-
dered away because of regulatory processes that are overly burden-
some, unnecessarily cumbersome, and inconsistently applied and
out of sync with a changing world.

As aviation stakeholders innovate and seek to compete in a fast-
paced marketplace, it is important that the FAA’s standards keep
pace. Instead of being the unquestioned global leader in bringing
innovative products to market, the United States sometimes lags
behind the rest of the world in the introduction of new technology.
Given the concerns we have heard about the FAA’s certification
processes, we are looking to our witnesses to hear if there are addi-
tional reforms and streamlining efforts needed in the next FAA re-
authorization and to ensure that our certification processes guar-
antee the safety of our system while not inhibiting aviation growth.
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With that, I now yield to the ranking member, Mr. DeFazio.

Mr. DEFAz1O. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to be here today and begin the focus of this committee for
FAA reauthorization on the -certification process. Twenty-eight
years on this committee and I have seen a lot of changes. One, I
just like to recall, because it points to the balance in the certifi-
cation process, and that is, when I was early on the committee, I
always thought that the old rule is basically going back to the CAB
days where the FAA was charged with both promoting and regu-
lating the industry in the interest of public safety were in conflict,
and I was assured time and time again they weren’t. In fact, in the
1996 FAA reauthorization, my amendment to strip them of the pro-
motional authority was defeated.

A little later that year, a ValuJet went down, and we found that
because this was essentially a lack of oversight and accountability
with a contractor to a subcontractor, that people had died, and
oddly enough, in those days we followed the rules, but somehow
they found, even though my amendment had been defeated and
was in neither the Senate nor the House bill, I got a call saying
where can we put it in the bill. And we put it in the bill, and we
stripped virtually all of the promotional, you know, rules and regu-
lations pertaining to the FAA from the bill to make it clear that
they are an agency that regulates in the interest of the public and
public safety, and that brings us here today.

Certification. It is critical. We have been, as the chairman said,
and should and hope to continue to be the gold standard in terms
of the safety in the industry. We have been the world leader in
terms of innovation, and we need to balance these things as well
and as best as we can. You know, I have very little patience for
repetitive work, bureaucracy. We need a system that is risk-based,
that sets proper prioritization, but it has to also be robust and
faultless, and I don’t think we are quite at that point on either
side.

You know, I am going to ask unanimous consent to put in the
record, and I would actually recommend it to members because of
the testimony, I read all of it today, it is the most meaningful, it
is from PASS [Professional Aviation Safety Specialists], and they
talk about problems with staffing. We can’t pretend that we don’t
need to oversee the process even when we delegate, but more and
more that is becoming the virtual reality. On the other hand, we
can certainly do better on the agency level in terms of not going
through repetitive processes.

Again, just ancient history, and I am sure this doesn’t go on any-
more, but many years ago I was visiting a manufacturer who made
the film that goes inside the hull, essentially of the wallpaper in
the airplane, and it had passed the flammability standards, and I
said that is great, and they said, yeah, but, you know, we have to
do it for every type. And I said, what do you mean for every type,
and they said, well, you know, like 737-200, 737-300, 737-400. I
said it is all the same hull, it is all the same interior, it is all the
same flammability standard. They said, yeah, I know, but that is
not the way the FAA does it.

I hope that doesn’t go on today. That is nonsensical. We need to
focus on new technologies. We need to focus on things that aren’t
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repetitive, things that are risk-based, that, you know, that promote
real, you know, potential threats to the integrity and the airworthi-
ness of our aircraft.

I also note in the testimony, and I will get into it with GAO, that
I believe that there are some barriers being artificially created by
our friends in the EU and elsewhere where they use their processes
to disadvantage American manufacturers and advantage their own,
or in the case of the Chinese, where they basically ask you to give
them every single technical detail and proprietary bit of informa-
tion on how something was produced but don’t worry, they won’t
copy it before they will certify it, and I don’t believe that the FAA
has pushed back hard enough against some of these other, you
know, foreign civil aviation authorities in the EU and elsewhere to
give us a level playing field, and that is something else that war-
rants examining.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. And with that, I want to
introduce our two witnesses today: Mr. Ray Conner, who is the
president and CEO of Boeing Commercial Airplanes, The Boeing
Company; and Mr. Aaron Hilkemann, I got it right that time, who
is the president and CEO of Duncan Aviation. With that, Mr.
Conner, I want you to go ahead and start off with your testimony.

TESTIMONY OF RAY CONNER, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECU-
TIVE OFFICER, BOEING COMMERCIAL ATRPLANES, THE BOE-
ING COMPANY; AND AARON HILKEMANN, PRESIDENT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, DUNCAN AVIATION

Mr. CoNNER. Thank you, Chairman Shuster. Chairman Shuster,
Ranking Member DeFazio, members of the committee, thank you
for this opportunity to provide Boeing’s perspective as you begin
the process of developing legislation to reauthorize the Federal
Aviation Administration. I am Ray Conner, president and chief ex-
ecutive officer of Boeing Commercial Airplanes. It is an honor to be
here to represent 80,000 Boeing Commercial Airplane employees
and the world’s largest commercial airplane manufacturer.

Mr. Chairman, I have longer remarks that, with your permission,
I would like to submit for the record. My remarks this morning
focus on the FAA’s ongoing effort with the support of Congress to
modernize the airplane certification process. They also address the
importance of continuing this effort to both aviation safety and
American aerospace competitiveness. Before I address that impor-
tant topic, I want to make a couple general observations about the
industry’s shared commitment to safety.

Any discussion of U.S. aviation regulation should begin with this
very important fact: Travel on a large commercial jet is the safest
form of transportation in human history. More than 8 million peo-
ple board airplanes daily and arrive safely at their destinations.
While there have been some high-profile air tragedies of late, flying
today is several orders of magnitude safer than it was 50 years ago.

In the U.S.A. today, a fatal accident occurs less than 1 out of
every 45 million flights. This is an extraordinary safety record. It
is a great accomplishment for the aviation industry and its regu-
lators, and we have a shared commitment, one that is deeply em-
bedded in the culture of our company to continue to improve. The
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FAA’s regulatory system and oversight efforts have, of course, been
critical pillars of modern aviation’s extraordinary safety record. The
FAA certifies all Boeing’s airplane designs, our production system,
and each airplane that comes off our production lines in Wash-
ington State and South Carolina.

The FAA’s regulatory approach has necessarily adapted over
time in an effort to ensure that its resources are deployed where
they can most effectively contribute to safety in a rapidly growing
and technologically complex industry. The FAA will need to draw
upon this tradition of robust and efficient risk-based oversight in
the decades ahead as air travel continues to grow.

The last 5 years have been a great example of how Boeing and
our industry are expanding. Since 2010, we have increased our pro-
duction in our factories by 56 percent to meet the strong demand
for our products. In 2014, we delivered 723 airplanes to our cus-
tomers, and we have announced further rate increases in our pro-
duction, and we expect growth in our industry will continue due to
rising demand here and abroad.

To stay ahead of the competition, Boeing will bring several new
products to market in the next few years. They include the 787—
10, the 737 MAX family, and the 777X. Each of these new air-
planes will further improve fuel efficiency and provide other bene-
fits to our customers and the flying public.

The introduction of each airplane will also improve aviation safe-
ty as newer and safer airplanes, with enhanced safety technologies,
replace older airplanes in the fleet. Of course, each airplane will
have to be certified by the FAA, and the large volume of this work
poses a significant challenge for the agency. To meet the challenge,
the FAA will need to continue its work to modernize its certifi-
cation process. This will ensure it is making optimal risk-based de-
cisions to deploy its resources in a way that maximize safety ben-
efit and that simultaneously enable industry to efficiently introduce
new, safe, and compliant products.

One of the important tools that the FAA has at its disposal is
Organization Designation Authorization, or ODA. My written state-
ment includes detailed information about ODA. The point I want
to stress here is that ODA has served the FAA, our industry, and
most importantly, the flying public very well.

Mr. Chairman, it was gratifying to see the committee recognize
the value and the importance of ODA in section 312 in the last
FAA reauthorization bill. As you know, this provision directed the
FAA to consult with the industry to determine ways to enhance the
effective use of delegation, and to consider process reforms and im-
provements to the certification process. The FAA has made
progress since the last reauthorization, and I am grateful for the
agency’s leadership in driving those improvements.

As I mentioned in my written testimony, there are three areas
where Congress could continue to support these efforts: Accel-
erating the full use of ODA authority, developing and training the
FAA workforce, and increasing international harmonization and
certification standards.

Mr. Chairman, I really appreciate the committee’s support of the
FAA’s efforts to modernize the certification activities, and with the
leadership of Administrator Huerta and the Members of Congress,
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I am confident that together we will tackle the challenges I have
described, and I want to just thank everyone for the opportunity
to be here today, and I am glad to answer any questions that you
might have.

Mr. SHUSTER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Conner.

And with that, we will turn to Mr. Hilkemann so you can proceed
with your testimony.

Mr. HILKEMANN. Chairman Shuster, Ranking Member DeFazio,
Aviation Subcommittee Ranking Member LoBiondo—excuse me,
Larsen is the ranking member. Aviation Subcommittee Chairman
LoBiondo, distinguished members of the committee, I would like to
just talk a little bit about Duncan Aviation. We are a family-owned
business. We began in 1956. We are based in Lincoln, Nebraska.

Mr. SHUSTER. Can you pull your mic closer to you?

Mr. HILKEMANN. Sure. We have over 2,000 employees, including
over 500 veterans. We have three major facilities, Lincoln, Ne-
braska, Battle Creek, Michigan, and Provo, Utah. We have 18 sat-
ellite facilities around the country. Approximately 25 percent of our
business is from the international foreign registered aircraft. I am
currently vice chairman of the General Aviation Manufacturers As-
sociation’s board of directors, and I also chair our Airworthiness
and Maintenance Policy Committee.

I want to begin by commending the FAA for selecting, con-
ducting, and coordinating the Aviation Rulemaking Committee,
ARC. This panel was established under the FAA Modernization
and Reform Act of 2012. The ARC developed six recommendations
that Duncan Aviation supports. I would like to highlight two which
I believe are key to assist both the FAA and industry.

The primary recommendation of the ARC was to establish a mas-
ter electronic database for the agency and industry use. By includ-
ing internal directives, policy memos, legal interpretations, the
FAA and industry could consistently interpret regulations. The sec-
ond key recommendation of the ARC that I believe is significant is
the establishment of the RCCB, the Regulatory Consistency Com-
munication Board. This would enable the FAA and industry to
have an arbiter to settle different interpretations of the rules, both
within each party and between the parties.

These two initiatives could significantly impact issues that Dun-
can Aviation and others in our industry encounter. These issues
currently involve inconsistent interpretation and application of the
regulation, and a lack of effective communication and dialogue dur-
ing dispute resolution.

Duncan has encountered these issues for our mobile maintenance
units in the past 2% years. It was a process that directly impacted
our ability to open additional units on a timely basis while also
costing time and resources to resolve. Establishing the RCCB could
have resolved this issue in a much more timely fashion. I want to
point out that the FAA has recognized the need for more guidance
on mobile maintenance units and is drafting additional guidance at
this time.

Other improvements in oversight, including reducing redundant
audits and moving to a more centralized risk-based approach to
safety, the FAA is in agreement and recently issued a paper to
ICAO. The upcoming FAA reauthorization offers the FAA policy-
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makers and industry the opportunity to work together to promote
safety and do so in an effective and efficient manner.

Chairman Shuster, Ranking Member DeFazio, Aviation Sub-
committee Chairman LoBiondo, and Aviation Subcommittee Rank-
ing Member Larsen, on behalf of Duncan Aviation, I want to thank
you for your leadership and the opportunity to provide this perspec-
tive. I will be glad to answer any questions that you have.

Mr. SHUSTER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Hilkemann, and
I will begin the questioning.

Again, it is my concern and if anybody has been in the room with
me over the last 2 years you have heard me say this over and over,
I am very concerned that if we don’t do something in this reauthor-
ization to streamline, to make this work for us, we will lose leader-
ship in the world, whether it is manufacturing aircraft parts, tech-
nology or—with the airline industry, I think we are already under
attack from our opponents out there in the industry.

The Chinese have said they are going to want to build a commer-
cial aircraft here in the next decade or so, so I think now is the
time to really move forward.

Mr. Conner, you mentioned the ODA. Can you talk a little bit
more in depth? I know it is in your testimony, but can you talk a
little bit more about that and what is going on, and what you see
as things we can do to change it?

Mr. CONNER. Yeah. Well, delegation has been around for quite
some time, as you know; we have been granted full delegation au-
thority, and what we are trying to do now is just to continue to use
it to the largest extent possible. I think, for the most part, we have
made great strides in that respect. We have a tremendous number
of people that are qualified now by the FAA to do this. We are
making strides, but still there are places where we should be mov-
ing to more of the risk-based, systems-type approach to these kinds
of things where we are focusing our efforts on those areas of true
safety concern and technology improvements where the FAA can
use those resources and those talents to be able to do that. A little
bit too often we are spending more time on areas where we could
be the ones that are doing that kind of work.

Mr. SHUSTER. For some of our newer members here, can you ex-
plain exactly who works for you and how you train them and the
FAA certifies them?

Mr. CONNER. Yeah, we have a—we have an organization that
is—a delegated organization that really is, in essence, the arm of
the FAA within The Boeing Company. They are

Mr. SHUSTER. They work for you?

Mr. CONNER. They work for us.

Mr. SHUSTER. But they are certified, and——

Mr. CONNER. They are certified.

Mr. SHUSTER [continuing]. They are responsible for everything?

Mr. CONNER. They are certified and they are approved by the
FAA to basically take on that effort, and they take that job very,
very seriously, and so we have a large organization that does that
already today on areas that are maybe of lesser, you know, safety
issues, and you know, interiors and those kinds of things, we spend
a lot of time with that.
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What we would like to do is move more to the risk-based systems
approach, or systems engineering is really the larger piece of this
where the FAA spends its time so we can then spend our time with
our resources that are highly technically capable and are approved
by the FAA. Each individual is approved by the FAA to do that
kind of work.

Mr. SHUSTER. And you pay those folks? It is on your dime? You
are training them

Mr. CONNER. It is completely——

Mr. SHUSTER. By Boeing?

Mr. CONNER. It is completely under The Boeing Company’s re-
sponsibility

Mr. SHUSTER. Right.

Mr. CONNER [continuing]. In terms of pay and those kinds of
things, but they are viewed as——

Mr. SHUSTER. Right.

Mr. CONNER [continuing]. Essentially within our company, as an
arm of the FAA.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you. And Mr. Hilkemann, can you talk
some about the inconsistencies that you have seen out there, actual
cases that help to highlight what we are talking about here, be-
cause I travel around the country, hear a lot of different things—
so if you can give us some concrete examples that will be very help-
ful.

Mr. HILKEMANN. You know, on the mobile repair station unit we
had been—there is a couple of different ways——

Mr. SHUSTER. And mobile repair station is something that goes
out to the airplane and actually

Mr. HILKEMANN. Right.

Mr. SHUSTER [continuing]. Fixes it, rebuilds it?

Mr. HILKEMANN. Exactly. They may have a truck or a van that
they use to take the equipment out to. We had approximately 20
of those in place that we had been authorized as a work-away for,
oh, probably a 10- or 15-year period. There was a change. They re-
quested us to make a change to that. We wanted to discuss it. We
asked for an extension, and normally you have 10 days to respond.
We asked for an extension. The net of the story is we ultimately
put in the applications at their request. About 6 months later we
did start to receive letters of fines for operating in the interim pe-
riod under that old way. Ultimately, it has been resolved, and
today, after 2V2 years of a process, we are putting the application
back into—change them back to the original process.

So there was clearly a—you know, an indecision on what the cor-
rect manner. Neither changed what we were doing. It was really
simply a matter of how they would be—under what compliance we
were under and what rule.

Mr. SHUSTER. So after 2% years, you were virtually doing the
same thing as you were doing before?

Mr. HILKEMANN. Right.

Mr. SHUSTER. And that is why the RCCB is—is that in place
now?

Mr. HILKEMANN. No. No, it is not in place now, but I do think,
I feel strongly if that would have been in place and we could have
brought that to that committee, it could have been resolved. I think
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what happens, and I understand the process, once it becomes a
legal matter, then it eliminates our ability to have further discus-
sions, whether it is in Washington or in the region. It makes it a
difficult process to get resolved.

Mr. SHUSTER. Well, thank you very much. Yield to Mr. DeFazio
for questions.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Conner, you referred to international harmonization, and I
would probably kind of like to have you expand on that, although
I know there are oftentimes sensitivities since you do have to deal
with some of these foreign entities on an ongoing basis, but you
know, the FAA is, you know, say they are working with the Euro-
pean agency on a so-called mutual acceptance model. Do you have
any thoughts on that, whether—you know, what sort of a priority
that should be, what sorts of problems that could solve?

Mr. CONNER. Yes. Thank you. I think from the standpoint of har-
monization with respect to the regulations, I think that there has
been a lot of work, really solid work that has been done, where the
tendency to be a little bit different is maybe in interpretation of
those, of those regulations. And clearly, the Europeans and EASA
have taken a far greater approach to delegation than maybe what
we have been able to do here with the—in the United States.

But I do believe that the FAA has done a very solid job of harmo-
nizing, particularly with Europeans, around harmonization. Now,
as the Chinese start to come into this world, then that is going to
be another area that we have got to continue to focus on and are
continuing around the entire world as we move forward.

Mr. DEFaAzio. OK. Well, I won’t ask you here but perhaps you
might opine to me privately on how you see sometimes the regu-
latory structure being used on competitive or anticompetitive basis,
and I would be interested in thoughts on that, but I won’t ask you
to do that publicly.
hMr. CoONNER. OK. I would love to spend some time with you on
that.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yeah, I would love that.

And to follow up on your statements, Mr. Hilkemann, is, you
know, one of the parts of the PASS testimony, since I know you are
not here representing GAMA, but you know, you do—you are in-
volved with them, and they are saying because—and you know,
part of this is, you know, part of this is sometimes a bureaucratic
problem, but sometimes it is a resource problem in terms of exper-
tise or actual just people to staff these issues, and they are saying
that what is happening is because of the demands on the oversight
in other areas and new problems that are having to be dealt with
such as unmanned aerial vehicles, that, you know, smaller busi-
nesses, manufacturers in avionics and other areas who can’t afford
to, you know, go to an ODA are getting into a longer and longer
and longer line for certification, and do you have any thoughts on
that? How we can address that?

Mr. HILKEMANN. Duncan Aviation has an ODA. We have for a
number of years.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Get a little closer to the mic.

Mr. HILKEMANN. I am sorry. Duncan Aviation does have an
ODA, and we have for a number of years.
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Right.

Mr. HILKEMANN. It has been very successful for us as well. There
is a lot of work. We had a lot of staff.

In our case, what we are able to do is also hire unit members
that we don’t have on staff full-time. Because of the variety of the
airplanes that we work on, we don’t have dedicated unit members
for each of the applications that we use, so we hire them as we
do—as we need. So that is how some of the smaller companies go
about doing it.

I would say there are members on my committee of GAMA, the
Airworthiness and Maintenance Policy Committee, that do not
have ODAs. And I think it depends on the region on how quickly,
you know, they—they could be sequenced or they could not be. You
know, I would say in our region, that has never been an issue to
my knowledge, but I can’t comment about all the other regions, but
clearly it can be a challenge in certain smaller companies who don’t
have or can afford to invest in the ODA.

Mr. DEFAz10. All right. Do you think prioritization is an issue?
I mean, you know, I mean, they pretty much work, at least in my
experience in dealing with problems with certification, pretty good
as it relates to fire fighting has been a perennial issue in my part
of the country. There doesn’t seem to be a prioritization process
like, OK, fire season is coming, we really need to certify it. Well,
there are 15 people who applied for this, this, and this which are
not so time sensitive. I mean, do you think the process needs to set
some levels of prioritization better or it sounds like your region
works pretty well, but

Mr. HILKEMANN. Yeah, it is difficult for me to answer that ques-
tion since I am not part of that process at this point.

Mr. DEFAZ10. Yeah. OK. And just from the perspective of Boeing,
you know, to me, I mean, part of the solution here is a risk-based
system which, you know, where we are looking, you know, not
spending much time on routine things, but we are spending time
on critical components, do you think the FAA is doing a good job
of that or could they do a better job of that?

Mr. CONNER. Well, excuse me. Obviously, I think that we are—
we are moving in the right direction. Are we moving fast enough?
I think we could do a better the job on some of the things that we
are currently involved with. You know, we have 1,000 people that
are part of our ODA organization, and we have a tremendous
amount of capability. I think it is time that we move to really risk-
based approach to this systems engineering, allow us to do the de-
tail engineering and those kinds of things.

Where we sometimes come apart is a little bit on the interpreta-
tion of some of the requirements, and we should have a vehicle in
which we can deal with that, but, you know, we are—we are work-
ing towards it. Are we working fast enough? It is about speed. It
is about efficiency and those kinds of things. And with the level of
certification that we are going to have coming towards us, in addi-
tion to the amount of work that we are having with delivering 723
airplanes, we are going to be doing 4 million hours of engineering
over the course of the next few years just on existing programs.
That is not to say on these new development programs.
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So there is a tremendous amount of work in order for us to con-
tinue to deliver airplanes that I think that we could do more of
the—of the work that maybe that the FAA is doing today.

Mr. DEFAzIO. All right. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you. And Mr. DeFazio, you asked for a UC.
I didn’t respond to the UC request to submit a PASS statement
into the record. And without objection, so ordered.

[The information appears on pages 135-142.]

Mr. SHUSTER. And now go to Mr. LoBiondo.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I would like to
thank the chairman for elevating this issue to the full committee
level because of its critical importance. And Mr. Conner, Mr.
Hilkemann, thank you for being here. This certification process is
critically important on our country’s aviation sector, and I know
you have touched on this, but for the new members, could you each
elaborate on the impact of the FAA’s certification process that that
has on your company’s ability to compete and to innovate, Mr.
Conner?

Mr. CoNNER. Well, the certification process is one of the key
pieces of what we do in terms of getting a new—particularly new
products to market. The 787 went through the most extensive cer-
tification and approval process in the history of aviation. Tremen-
dous amount of work there. Where I think that we can spend and
be better equipped to compete is again around this delegation piece
of this thing.

The EASA is more—is working more towards delegation, allow-
ing the manufacturer to do some more of the nonrisk type of items.
Going towards a risk-based approach where the FAA is truly in-
volved in the oversight of those highly critical systems, going to a
systems engineering approach, maybe changing the workforce in
little ways in terms of the—having systems engineering as part of
that is, I think, more of the critical pieces here so we can—we can
take on some of the more standard things that are common to
every one of our airplanes, and they can be focused on those new
technologies where—where the risk-based approach can be really
utilized to the high—its fullest extent.

Mr. LoBIoNDO. Yes. Mr. Hilkemann.

Mr. HILKEMANN. Sure. You know, the two areas that we inter-
face with the FAA is on the repair station and then on the design
and modification system, part 21. In both of those areas, you know,
I would say we had—our interface with the FAA has been very
positive. I think on the ODA side, for what we do, with a lot of in-
sulation, they can range all the way from a complete new cockpit
to a cabin management system to a WiFi system to just additional
item in the cockpit. Most of those we are able to do under the ODA,
almost all those. At some times, the FAA picks and choose to have
oversight on some of those, but I would say the majority are done
by the—through our ODA, and we approve those in the same man-
ner that Boeing does on their authority. So in our case, I would say
the ODA is working and it allows us to innovate and install a lot
of new equipment.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Mr. Conner, do you feel that in any way, the
FAA’s certification process is hampering you with global competi-
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tion that is under—dealing with some different standards than you
may be?

Mr. CoNNER. Well, I think it is dealing with—not standards. It
is dealing with different interpretations at times. I think that, we
need to be clear. I think the FAA has done a very good job of har-
monizing those requirements with the international regulatory au-
thorities.

The area where I think that we can be more effective is in terms
of utilizing the delegation that has already been approved to the
extent possible. We spend a lot of time in an effort in some of these
areas where I think that our delegation could be utilized to a great-
er extent, and then the utilization of the FAA resources on those
more critical areas.

So does it inhibit our ability? It makes things more complicated
sometimes. At the very last minute when we are trying to deliver
an aircraft, that can become an issue for us. It becomes an issue
for us with our customer, can become an issue with us in terms of
having to churn our production system a bit to make that happen.
I just—I think that this is a place where we can move to the more
risk-based approach, and I think that would be in the best interest
of the industry, it is in the best interest of the utilization of the
resources that the FAA has in their arsenal there.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. LoBiondo. With that, recognize
Mr. Nolan. No questions for Mr. Nolan.

Mrs. Kirkpatrick is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. I live in Arizona, and I spend about 10 hours
a week in the air, so I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having this
hearing because I think a lot about airplane safety. But I have a
really practical question. I mean, I am really concerned about cer-
tification, but you know, oftentimes—well, not too frequently, but
sometimes I am on a plane and the pilot announces there is a me-
chanical problem and we sit on a tarmac for a couple of hours.
What kind of oversight is there over that repair at that moment
when we are sitting in the plane? What kind of oversight standards
is there—does these certification standards apply to that?

Mr. CONNER. Yeah, but typically the mechanics in the airlines
have an authority of which to go fix those kinds of issues. They are
not necessarily—I mean, that is within the framework of the air-
lines, and I probably am not in the best position to be able to an-
swer that, but that is more of an airline maintenance-type of ap-
proach to things, and these are things that typically come up every
time. They have their own certification process, too, for their me-
chanics and those kinds of things.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. So how may certification processes are we
talking about here?

Mr. CONNER. It is hard for me to say. I would——

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. But you acknowledge there are different cer-
tification standards for different

Mr. CONNER. Well, the airlines

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK [continuing]. Areas?

Mr. CONNER. The airlines have theirs and then we have ours

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Right.

Mr. CONNER [continuing]. As the manufacturer, yeah.
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Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. So suppose we go to the risk-based certifi-
cation process, how long does it take someone to get to that stand-
ard where they can do that?

Mr. CoNNER. Well, I mean, that would be something that the
FAA would probably be in a better position to be able to—but they
have the people today that are able to do that. We are—we have
people today that are delegated, trained, approved, like I said,
1,000 people are delegated and approved within The Boeing Com-
pany’s ODA organization that can do—can approve design, approve
installation on behalf of the FAA.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Here is my concern. We have data that shows
that there is about 1,000 people shortage in the certification proc-
ess, so you have 1,000 at the FAA.

Mr. CONNER. At the FAA, yeah.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Right. What I am trying to get to is how can
we streamline—what can this committee do——

Mr. CONNER. Yeah.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK [continuing]. To streamline that hiring proc-
es§? That is a lot of people. We still have a lot of people who need
jobs.

Mr. CONNER. Yeah. Well, we have ours. I think utilizing it to the
fullest extent we possibly can in the right areas where there is not
the highest risk areas with respect to the airplane itself, that is
where we can become—be utilized so they don’t have to use their
resources unnecessarily. They can retrain or hire new people that
are more systems engineering based that can be—provide oversight
to those high-risk, you know, flight critical areas as opposed to
maybe in some of the areas that we are more capable of and have
more detail capabilities around.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you. And Mr. Hilkemann, I appreciate
that you are hiring veterans. You know, we have very highly quali-
fied veterans now who are back from Afghanistan and Iraq. Do you
find that there could be a streamlining of the certification for vet-
erans who may be already trained to do this kind of work but have
to go through the whole recertification process?

Mr. HILKEMANN. What we find, you know, we hire people from
all walks of the services. In other words, if they were working on
tanks, they were working on aircraft, or if they were working on
helicopters, they have a certain amount of mechanical skills that
they have learned, and so we are able to hire them directly into
our facility. And then, depending on the experience that they re-
ceive and their own abilities, they are able to move up very quickly
in our organization.

So we don’t have a lot of transition. A lot of the bases have their
own transition training back into the public sector, so they are
coming directly to us. I would say half of those are referrals from
existing veterans that have been in our company in the last year,
the last few years. So I get to meet every individual we hire
through an orientation process, and I always ask them how did you
find out about us and why did you decide to join us. And I would
say of 50 percent of those are referrals from existing individuals,
and in the case of veterans, it is from other veterans.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Well, I appreciate that, and thank you for
that. I yield back my time.
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Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much. And Mr. Hanna is now rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. And also, I want to apologize, Mr. Larsen.
You were at the top of the list, Mr. Larsen. I overlooked your
name. I apologize for that.

With that, Mr. Hanna is recognized.

Mr. HANNA. Thank you, Chairman.

Mr. Conner, maybe you could elaborate on exactly what a risk-
based approach is, because it sounds as though there is some mar-
gin there that is different than absolute perfection.

Mr. CoNNER. Well, OK. First of all, I want to just drop back. You
know, we talk about workforce training and development, and it is
very important that we have the right skills not only within the
FAA, but also within The Boeing Company to do these types of
things. Systems engineering is very critical in this approach. Risk-
based is about those flight critical pieces of the airplane, elements
of the airplanes. Where maybe——

Mr. SHUSTER. Excuse me, Mr. Conner. Can you pull those mics
closer to you? It is better the closer you get. We can hear you bet-
ter.

Mr. CoNNER. All right. Thank you. I didn’t want to shout.

Mr. SHUSTER. I want to hear everything you have to say.

Mr. CONNER. OK. Where we can probably spend more of our time
is on interiors’ certifications, seats, lavatories, galleys, those kinds
of things. We spend an awful lot of time in these areas, and this
is where our customers, our airline customers want to differentiate
themselves against their competition, and that is where we can
spend more of our efforts whereby allowing us to take that

Mr. HANNA. You want more responsibility over——

Mr. CONNER. Well, I want more responsibility

Mr. HANNA [continuing]. Certain items?

Mr. CONNER [continuing]. In the right areas. This is where I
want to make sure that I make myself very clear. We are not look-
ing to eliminate. We are looking to make sure that we are working
with the FAA on the right things and we are taking the right ap-
proach to these things.

Mr. HANNA. Let me ask you about Airbus for a minute.

Mr. CONNER. Yeah.

Mr. HANNA. They have a different system over there. How do you
feel that you have—do you have a competitive advantage or dis-
advantage, and how does the FAA play into that for your whole
company?

Mr. CoNNER. Well, the FAA works with EASA, and then they
come back and they validate the certification of which EASA has
done on their—on the Airbus aircraft. What we do know is that the
Airbus utilizes delegation to a further extent than probably we do.
To what extent exactly, I couldn’t speak to that. I think maybe the
FAA could have a better feel for that, but we do know that their
delegation, they have taken advantage of a greater portion of the
delegation in areas such as interiors, in areas such as the things
I just spoke about.

Mr. HANNA. So safe to say that you are at somewhat of a com-
petitive disadvantage?

Mr. CoNNER. Well, if we have to spend a lot of time in redoing
or if the FAA is coming back and redoing some of the things that
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we have already done, then that—I think it is just not a great utili-
zation of either one of our resources.

Mr. HANNA. I understand.

Mr. CONNER. That is probably better—it is not nearly as efficient
as it could be, and that then causes disruption within our produc-
tion system, it causes disruption into the value stream of our sup-
pliers, and it causes disruption to our customers as well.

Mr. HANNA. Uh-huh. Thank you, Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you. With that, Mr. Larsen.

Mr. LARSEN. Thanks. So just to get some perspective here. I vis-
ited a small manufacturer up in Anacortes in my district, and they
make a variety of components for smaller airplanes, including
things called vortex generators, which I am sure Mr. Hanna knows
all about since he flies smaller airplanes, but you know, the small-
est one no longer than probably my thumbnail, and that has to get
certified, it goes on the airplane.

For some perspective, except for the—except for the airplane
itself on delivery, how many usual parts and components in a 737
approximately have to have an FAA stamp, metaphorical stamp?

Mr. CONNER. I mean, I don’t know. Well, that is—I mean, every
one——

Mr. LARSEN. Every single piece.

Mr. CONNER. Look, we go through a certification process of not
only the production system, which includes the supply chain, but
every part ultimately that is part of a design because the FAA cer-
tifies our design, and every single part then has to be certified.

Mr. LARSEN. So when you talk about the existing plans as well
as future plans you are going to be designing and building——

Mr. CONNER. Yeah.

Mr. LARSEN. Each of those come with the same or different pro-
duction process?

Mr. CONNER. It could, depending on what we do with technology.

Mr. LARSEN. And so the process itself as well needs to be——

Mr. CONNER. Yes.

Mr. LARSEN. If it is a new process, needs to go through a certifi-
cation as well?

Mr. CONNER. Yes, yes.

Mr. LARSEN. So we are not just talking about parts and compo-
nents?

Mr. CONNER. No.

Mr. LARSEN. We are talking about not what you make only, but
how you make it?

Mr. CONNER. What type of system have you—when I talk about
the production system: Are the quality inspections appropriate?
Have you followed the intent of the planning documents and the
engineering intent of what we put into the design? Those are all
the same things that are a part of this certification process.

Mr. LARSEN. Yeah. So in all—again, it is not just the what you
make, but it is how you make process as well.

Mr. CONNER. Yes.

Mr. LARSEN. So in terms of the how you make side of the produc-
tion process, how much of that is currently ODA-related and how
much of that is
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Mr. CONNER. We do an awful lot of that work ourselves, and then
the FAA comes in and certifies our production system, and they do
audits to verify those types of things, and we do audits ourselves,
and we are—and it is a constant—it is kind of a—the production
system is constantly being evaluated and audited.

Mr. LARSEN. Yeah. And in terms of the FAA inspectors that come
in and do the auditing, you discuss, as your second point, the ne-
cessity of training:

Mr. CONNER. Uh-huh.

Mr. LARSEN [continuing]. An FAA workforce. I mean, do you
have an estimate of what numbers of people? Do you have an esti-
mate of how to train? What FAA ought to be training in?

Mr. CONNER. Well, I think the one place I would want to empha-
size is the systems engineering piece of this thing as being a crit-
ical part to start to move towards as opposed to detailed design
type of activity. That is where we—that is where we can be very
helpful in that respect because we have the detail design capability
and analysis and those kinds of things. Where they can become at
a hﬁgher level and be looking at it more from a systems approach
to that.

Systems engineering, I think, is one of the areas that will be an
important piece of the workforce training for the FAA.

Mr. LARSEN. Yeah. And it talks about the supply chain as well,
which is extensive for you and your main competitor——

Mr. CONNER. Correct.

Mr. LARSEN [continuing]. Throughout the country, around the
world.

Mr. CONNER. Uh-huh.

Mr. LARSEN. How do you—how is that managed through ODA,
and are there any changes that need to take place, or is that all—
you don’t deal, or you don’t deal with that part?

Mr. CONNER. No, no, we deal with that part as well. We go in
and we establish the production system. The FAA comes in and—
which includes our supply base, and they come in and validate that
as well through their audit process.

Mr. LARSEN. Yeah. Yeah. Thanks. Thanks for that.

Mr. Hilkemann, you mentioned that at least it has been your ex-
perience, I guess, that the ODA that you have, that you haven’t
had many—how you described it, many problems with inconsistent
interpretation, perhaps, at least in your region; is